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where the report was filed in the county to which the principal business 
office had, in fact, been legally removed, though the certificate of incorpora- 
tion still stated it to be in the county where it had originally been located. 

In a dissenting opinion, People v. Barker, 87 Hun. 342; Transportation 
Co. v. Scheu, 19 N. Y. 410, and Factory v. Dolloway, 21 N. Y. 449, are cited as 
being directly opposed to this decision. These cases, and many others in 
New York, assert emphatically that the statement in the certificate of in- 
corporation is conclusive as to the location of the principal business office. 
The majority of the court, however, holds that what was said in those cases 
related to the domicile of the corporation for the purpose of taxation only, 
and says that, since the present action is brought under a penal statute, a 
rule more favorable to the defendant applies, the change of location being 
perfectly legal, and no fraud appearing. 

Damages — Mental Anguish— Western Union Tel. Co. v. Hines, 
54 S. W. (Ky.) 627. — A telegram given to defendant for transmission, 
reading: "Mother started at nine to-night," was delivered to plaintiff in 
a changed form, so that it read: "Mother died at nine to-night," Held, that 
damages for $780 for mental anguish was not excessive. 

The weight of authority does not recognize mental anguish unaccom- 
panied by physical injury, as a ground of recovery, but in many of the 
Southern States the courts hold that damages for mental suffering should 
be allowed in just cases, though unaccompanied by physical suffering. This 
rule is now firmly established in Texas, Alabama, Iowa, Indiana, North 
Carolina and Tennessee. 

Kentucky limits the application of the rule to the "nearest degree of 
blood relationship." 

Deeds — Presumption as to Acceptance — Port Jervis National 
Bank v. Bonnell, 61 N. Y. Sup. 521. — Where a mother, in consideration 
of a debt due to her daughter, executes and records a deed to the daughter 
without her knowledge, and delivers it to a third party, reserving no further 
control over it, the estate passes, as the daughter's acceptance of the deed 
is presumed from the fact that the conveyance is to her benefit. 

The general rule is that the law presumes that a deed clearly beneficial 
to the grantee is accepted by him when it is placed in the hands of some 
third party for his use and benefit. Moore v. Giles, 49 Conn. 570; Cram v. 
Wright, 114 N. Y. 307; Hedge v. Drew, 12 Pick. (Mass.) 141. 

Some authorities dissent from this view, holding that evidence of ac- 
ceptance or some other act equivalent to acceptance is necessary. Building 
Association v. Heil, 81 Ky. 513; Maynard v. Maynard, 10 Mass. 456; Cf. 3, 
Washburn on Real Property, bk. in c. 4. § 2 (Fifth Edition). Hopkins on 
Real Property says, at p. 435, "There may be a presumption of acceptance 
from the beneficial character of the instrument, but this presumption does 
not obtain unless the grantee had knowledge of the existence of the deed." 
Jackson v. Phipps, 12 Johns. (N. Y.) 418; Younge v. Guilbeau, 3 Wall. 636; 
Fisher v. Hall, 41 N. Y. 416. 

Factors — Unauthorized Sale of Goods — Bona Fide Purchaser — 
Romeo v. Martucci, 45 Atlan. 1 (Conn.). — The plaintiff, a wholesale grocer, 
shipped goods to Ricciardelli & Bro., to be sold by them in their business 
as retail grocers, an accounting to be made by them for the proceeds of 
such sales; the title to said goods to remain in the plaintiff until the same 
were sold. The defendant bought out the business and stock of R. & 
Bro. in good faith. Held, in an action of replevin to recover possession 
of plaintiffs goods, that the relation between the plaintiff and R. & Bro. 
is that of principal and factor; that the consignee having transferred the 



